ACADEMIC SENATE MEETING
DRAFT Minutes
November 3, 2011 

 I.  Opening Business 

A.  Call to order and roll call 

· Alfred Hochstaedter, President  (AH)

· Kathleen Clark, Vice President and ASCCC Representative  (KC) - ABSENT

· Mark Clements, COC – (MC)

· Stephanie Tetter, Secretary (ST)

· Alexis Copeland – (AC) ABSENT

· Anita Johnson (AJ)

· Brian Brady (BB)

· Catherine Webb (CW) - 

· Chris Calima – (CC)

· Jamie Dagdigian/Robynn Smith –  RS present (RS)

· Kelly Fletes (KF)

· Kevin Raskoff/ Andres Durstenfeld – AD present (AD)

· Mike Torres (MT)

· Steve Albert  (SA)

· Sue Hanna (SH) – ABSENT – Nursing represented by Nancy Bingaman (NB)

· Susan Joplin  (SJ) – ABSENT

· Steven Belding, ASMPC

Guests: 

· Marty Johnson, interim VPAA (arrived during III A)

· John Anderson, Creative Arts

· Gary Bolen, Creative Arts

· Wendy Bates, PE

· Walter White, Dance/PE

· D. J. Singh, Business/Computer Science

· Merry Dennehy, English/Humanities

B. Approval of Minutes from October 13, 2011 – 

· Motion to approve  (RS)

· Second (MC)

· Approval –unanimous, with two abstentions (NB, CW) 

 II. Reports

A. President/SLO Coordinator/Committee report: - MOVED to later in the agenda

B. COC -

· Chair Mark Clements reports three potential action items

· Two faculty members want to be added to ICDE (Institutional Committee on Distance Education) and one to the Professional Recognition Board (PRB), and a Hiring Committee for Counselor

· ICDE:

· Bill Easton

· Amber Kershner

· PRB:

· Diane Eisenbach

· Discussion:

· ST asked whether Judee Timm, Chair of ICDE was aware of this (ST unaware of faculty designations for ICDE). MC noted JT wanted a representative from the library. 

· Motion to approve: RS

· Second: CW

· Approval Unanimous

· Counseling Hiring Committee

· LaRon Johnson, Chair

· Alethea DeSoto

· Kim Mansfield

· Bill Easton

· Mike Torres

· Motion to Approve NB

· Second AJ

· Approval Unanimous

C. Flex Day Committee Report (CC)

·  Flex Day spring 2012:

· A draft schedule for Flex Days Wednesday and Thursday was distributed. 

ST asked whether the presenter on financial planning was associated with any product and expressed opposition to having a presenter who is soliciting sales. It was noted the presenter, Doug Roesser, is an adjunct and his outline of topics does not include a specific product. 

At this point, the discussion returned to the President’s report.

A. President/SLO Coordinator/Committee report: - MOVED to this spot in the agenda

· College Council
· The College Council accepted the list of seven prioritized names on the faculty prioritization recommendation list from AAAG and sent five to the President, who authorized formation of hiring committees. 

· Board of Trustees

· There was a special Board meeting yesterday to discuss on vote on a resolution related to the Student Success Task Force recommendations. After discussion and some minor “tweaking,” the resolution was adopted. It was noted that President Doug Garrison wrote a letter to other CCC Presidents, and Alan Haffa wrote an eloquent document on the topic. Both will be added to the Senate website.  The Board resolution will be on the Board website (possibly linked from Senate website when available).

· Note: today we will discuss repetition vs. repeatability (see chart in FH Notes on Senate Website. At the ASCCC Plenary, repeatability will be discussed. 

III Old Business – 

A. Chancellor’s Office Task Force on Student Success – Are there ideas here that would be good for MPC?

a. Deferred

B. ASCCC Plenary – 

a. Kathleen Clark is at the Plenary Session in San Diego over the weekend. The minutes from the Area B meeting, which she attended right after last Senate meeting, are available. 

b. Topics include repeatability (FH noting distinction between repeatability and repetition).

i. The “RRR” document responds to pressure from the Chancellor and BOG. 

ii. A right-wing talk show in Southern California (“John and Ken Show”) has been active in expressing opposition to CCCs’ “success rate,” as they perceive it.  Taxpayers’ attitudes related to the state budget deficit affect this discussion.

iii. Consultation Council is the place where the Academic Senate can participate in any negotiations or dialog. BOG has asked the Senate to bring their recommendations to the Council. If the Senate does not bring recommendations, the BOG will listen to the recommendations from the LAO and the SSTF. 

iv. Discussion:

· DJ Singh spoke as representative of CTE programs, which deal with rapidly changing technology. Certifications change every year; students often come to renew their skills. They need to be able to take courses again and again, and we should allow repeatability in these courses.

· Gary Bolen noted the original resolution and what’s voted on, there are active contradictions. For example, one refers to 16 units of performance courses TOTAL per college, and the other says 16 units of performance courses PER DISCIPLINE per college. This will create 2 classes of students: some who are given every opportunity to succeed vs. some who are presented with all possible barriers. We are diluting programs, if the resolution covers all performance courses; students won’t b able to take the right number of courses to succeed. Urges in the strongest voice that KC vote NO. All students are not the same, and repetition of courses is the backbone of the arts. This is not a well-formed plan, it is divisive, and in some cases punitive.

· SA as whether, if a student takes music, will this count against the number of courses for a Theater major?

· Walter White noted that we are not clear on what this means. Possible Dance, Theater and Music will be grouped, in which case it would be limited even more. Asked FH his read of the document.

· FH said he was not present to defend the document, and noted Walter’s questions are valid.

· John Anderson referred to the issue of 16 units per discipline, vs. 16 per college. Notes re bullet point #5, it is reasonable to have some limit on repeatability; a 16-unit limit in music ONLY is reasonable, for example, but Music Theatre requires coursework in voice, dance, stage movement, possibly piano. Students need to be ready to transfer, without preparation they will not be able to pass exams/auditions. Also, 16 units might be reasonable, but the way this is written, it ensures failure for the vast majority of students. Studio art and music are combinations of skilled technique. These take time to develop. You can’t make students competitive in a limited amount of time. The music association MACCC lobbied extensively, which helped them get 16 units, while the Studio Arts have not lobbied. There would be an effective elimination of disciplines if this were to pass.

· SA asked about “curricular options” and JA noted they are not there. 

· FH agreed with JA that students learn by doing and redoing. Used a sports analog of rookies playing with veterans.

· JA said students cannot be competitive by taking some of everything, with nothing up to the level of transferability. 

· Gary B noted that 16 units total in all disciplines would end all disciplines in the arts.

· RS stated that in visual arts, much technology is involved in what they do. For example, printmaking changes all the time, in things related to the computer, printer, paint, and ink – all get retooled. In 3 semesters, things can totally change, so a student who takes courses then returns after a break of just a couple of semesters would find things totally different. 

· Wendy Bates noted that the people writing the resolutions aren’t part of the divisions that are affected. You couldn’t get classes that students need with these limitations. It is divisive that colleges put pressure on different divisions.

· Merry Dennehy noted that at CSU for music majors, they are mandated to take and repeat courses every semester they attend (e.g. band). Repeatability is not optional.

· Walter noted that in foundation courses, you learn what is needed to be in an ensemble class. Learning happens as you train. He isn’t clear on many of the points in the document, and has heard from many people across the state, and it seems no one across the state knows the answers to the questions that come up reading the document. 

· RS noted that just in this room there are 4 or 5 interpretations, and asked how we could possibly vote yes for something that is this unclear? The stakes are so high, and we don’t know the consequences. 

· John A said music schools require courses taken every semester both before and after transfer. If these resolutions pass, students won’t even be able to apply for transfer to these schools. 

· FH noted we need to provide information to KC about how to vote, and that we all WANT local control. 

· MC spoke on behalf of PE, noting they had many conversations before this came out. PE is about using the body. The PE TOP Code affects many types of students including student athletes who must be enrolled in a class in order to play. The recommendations were written with no input from PE. If units are limited to 16-18, neither Massage nor PFIT Training will be able to be offered. In order to teach PE, one needs to demonstrate they can perform 16 sports. The recommendations would end PE as a discipline.

· CC noted at the last meeting we discussed what the community college does. Some programs are unique. We have no data as to how these will affect students, and which students will be affected. Us deciding what is better for our community is better than having others decide. This was not well thought out.

· AJ, who has attended Plenary before, noted that there is an option for KC. Breakout sessions will provide additional information, and ASCCC can say there is not enough information, and they can refer resolution(s) back for more study or clarification.  This is trying to keep this as a curricular, academic debate. We can ask KC to find answers to some of the questions, such as number of classes allowed, is the limit by discipline, etc. It is possible to empower the Executive Committee of the State Academic Senate to take action, which is an alternative to an up or down, yes or no vote.

· RS reminded Senate everyone knows how she feels and her thoughts on the effect this would have. 

· Two areas

· Divisiveness: it is a slippery slope to pull out a couple of disciplines, and is a dangerous thing. Asked Senators how they would feel if THEIR area was affected/

· How can we deal with this on their terms? These are unfunded mandates. We won’t know what is expected, how to fund it. It would cut programs by saying that student success is about transfer, but the irony is there would be a huge negative impact on transfer. We have a responsibility to ask it to be clear before rules are changed.

· NB asked about community based classes

· FH noted there is a push from people who are concerned about the deficit to move people who are not pursuing a degree into “community service” classes. 

· SA spoke in agreement with Chris, that the repeatability of transfer path should be separated out

· ST asked about lapse of time policies.

· FH spoke representing the Physical Science Division (not as Senate President). The state Academic Senate leadership is our one avenue to be part of this conversation. It is not a perfect set of recommendation, and there are amendments and counter resolutions. It remains important that we stay part of the conversations. If we just say “no,” we are out of the ballgame. He suggests we recommend that KC go to the breakouts, talk and list, and that she vote to “keep us in the game” He suggested we vote on the recommendation that he had prepared in advance

· RS suggested that if KC can point out it is flawed and then get clarification, OK. But otherwise, no, her division would not support this. 

· FH responded that it is better to be “in the game” than not. 

· AJ said just because the ASCCC vote s on a recommendation, the BOG may or may not do something with it. We want to keep the decision-making at the BOG, and NOT made law by the State legislature. We can reshape Title 5, but if something is in the law it is much harder to change. We want to keep it a live process, which might feel risky, but hopefully some things are being addressed at the Plenary.

· AD spoke, saying the train has already left the station, which happened when taxpayers decided they didn’t want to pay. The Chancellor’s Office is going to take action, and they are giving the Academic Senate a one-time offer to give their input. There are takeaways: programs will change, and people in the affected programs will feel the brunt of that. This process began a long time ago. The Chancellor and the Legislature are saying they want institutions to shrink. This is an offer to say “give me input” and that input might soften what is going to happen. Issues that are seen as deal breakers now will seem minor then. He spoke to James Lawrence in Auto Tech who says the impact on CTE is negligible. All disciplines change, and if our goal is to protect repeatability as programs change no one would ever graduate. Regardless of how we see the arts, it is a one-time offer. It will be harder to bear later, and we need to include other areas of the community. If there isn’t more revenue, they will find ways to shift revenue around (e.g. Basic Skills). There is a bygone era of expanding and adding classes that won’t return.

· FH said our disagreements are over what to do next. 

· (At this point, John Anderson replaced Robynn Smith as the Senator representing Creative Arts).

· MC noted the recommendations are written in ways that will affect DISCIPLINES.

· AJ noted we can send the meeting minutes to KC. There is activity going on right now at the Plenary, and we can empower KC to take our discussion into consideration. 

· FH recommended we focus our efforts in ways that would “keep us in the game.”

· JA spoke in response to CC’s questions about the issues related to the arts, saying Creative Arts doesn’t oppose restrictions on repeatability, but they should be rational and reasonable so students can graduate. In response to SA’s question about current restrictions, JAA said they exist, limiting the number of times you can take something, but they are not effective restrictions. They advocate a system where repeatability can be controlled and students can succeed. 

· AD noted the comments related to Visual Arts aren’t all shared by people in Visual Arts across the state. For example, Eric from Napa Valley comments that they don’t allow repeatability, and their students transfer.

· SA noted an option would be to tell KC we aren’t against restrictions on repeatability.

· FH asked what if we tell her to “feel the pulse and vote accordingly.”

· ST noted this is telling her nothing.

· AD concluded this is about the cycle of repeating course over and over, and about lifelong learners. 

· At 4:22, FH cut off discussion due to time constraints

FH motion, prepared in advance of the meeting: 

The Senate directs Kathleen to learn from discussions, breakouts, plenary debates, and ASCCC leadership, and vote appropriately so that CCC faculty members vet a set of viable recommendations for ASCCC leadership to bring to the BOG/Consultation Council. This route may (will probably) include voting for amendments and new resolutions that lessen the restrictions on repeatability and maximum number of classes/units in PE, the Arts, and CTE. 

· AJ 2nd
· Discussion:

· CW likes the motion but suggests we give KC information on what was said here and by people in the various disciplines.

· JA requested we give her phone numbers for people in disciplines. 

· ST asked who would give her the information and how (minutes will not be ready by tomorrow). 

· JA and MC provided numbers to be given to KC.

· SA noted the Academic Senate would go through the options and decide on SOMETHING.

· AJ said the vote will be KC’s best judgment

· Approval unanimous, ST abstained.
IV New Business (note Education Master Plan moved to first item)

A. Board Policy 3040 – Deferred

B. MPC Basic Skills Information – Deferred

C. The MPC Educational Master Plan: what does it mean? – Deferred

Meeting adjourned 4:35 p.m.

Next meeting November 17, 2011

Stephanie Tetter, Senate Secretary
11/5/11 
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